In this article I raise some questions about international comparative assessments and the impact these assessments seems to have on the field of education and curriculum. In doing this I exemplify the discussion with two different concepts of assessment. One early methodology of assessment carried out with the scientific cooperation of the IEA -mostly exemplified in the TIMSS study -and a newer methodology carried out by the OECD -exemplified in the PISA 2000 study. By doing this I will show some interesting results with a curriculum sensitive assessment and a newer post-curriculum sensitive assessment. In this development the theory of literacy have come to play an important role with an interesting implication from measuring knowledge to assessing competencies. These results are discussed as an international educational hegemony which consists of structural adjustments and a development of knowledge assessments carried out by international organisations and the impact an international educational hegemony has on the field of education and curriculum and the way we speak of them.
Introduction
Globalisation may be characterised as a social process in which the economic, political and cultural arrangements melt together to one shared single society that eventually will occupy the entire planet. The structural independence of the globalisation process on these three sites -economics, politics and culture -is a matter for theoretical debate. In classical Marxism it is argued that the process of the economic arena determine those within the political and cultural. In contrast, the classical Parsonians argue that culture determines economy and the politics (Little 1996) . Theories on social arrangements, which go beyond and transcend national boundaries, reflect some of the aspects in this classical debate. Wallerstein (1974) for example, presents an early formulation of a globalized economic system structured by global capitalism. By this he means that globalisation essentially is an economic process. Waters (1995) , by contrast, suggests that the dominance of the relationship between economics, politics and culture is determined by time and space. Castells (2000) suggest that the very essence of globalisation is a constant flow of information, capital and cultural communication. These flows steer and make up the conditions for both the consumption and the production and they are beyond control from the nations. We are by this dependent on the new flows of information, capital and cultural communication and the institutions controlling the flows also control us. Hardt and Negri (2003) take these assumptions one step further. They construct the globalisation as the rise of a new Empire with a power structure of a rhizome network. This network makes nations less powerful because of what Gramsci (1971; 1985; 1988 , 1992 would have called an international hegemony in the sphere of ideology. Against this hegemonic Empire Hardt and Negri contrast the entity of mankind with creating and loving individuals that will not feel or confess the Empire. By this starting point, they take one step forward from Fukuyamas (1992) proclamation that the history of mankind has ended by the implementation of the western liberal democracy. This western liberal democracy defined by Fukuyama has much in common with Hardt's and Negri's hegemonic Empire, but Hardt and Negri acknowledge a way out of the ideological stop zone of Fukuyama. Monkman and Baird (2002) -on the other hand -try to show in their article that this international hegemony over national and local educational development is not consistently represented in the books and literature on globalization. These are just differing views of the concept of globalisation, but I think the last notion is the most equitable saying that there is no consistency in this concept of globalisation.
If we try to find consistency, we will find that central to most of the concepts of globalisation are that notions of economic, political and cultural arrangements transcend national boundaries and by that achieve integration on a world scale. In time, there will be just one single culture and society that will occupy the planet. Geographical boundaries will no longer be the fundamental organising principle of society and culture, economic and political arrangements will be highly differentiated with many locations (loci) of power (Little 1996) .
Even if there are many loci of power in the globalized world, it is possible to locate a structural adjustment centred around four key policy concepts in the sphere of an international educational hegemony. These are liberalisation, deregulation, privatisation and stabilisation. In this structural adjustment, international organisations have come to be linked to the concept of globalisation. Because of structural adjustment and international organisations -education and curriculum have been a proceeding field for changes. This is a double way process in which education and curriculum also changes and influence the structural adjustments and international organisations. In many ways this is the very essence of an international educational hegemony that works in both directions (Ganderton 1996 ; For a discussion of structural adjustments in the 70s and 80s for education in Sweden and Norway, see DsU 1987:1 ; Karlsen 2002) . These aspects shall in this paper be seen as parts of an international hegemony that effects education and the curriculum and the way we speak of them. There are probably more aspects that could count as parts of an international hegemony, but in this paper I am focusing on the structural adjustments and international organisations. There is probably an impact from international hegemony on more than education and curriculum, but that is left out in this paper.
International organisations seem to have had an impact on education and curriculum. According to Ganderton (1996) they compete for media space, affecting the market, demanding a more focused skill-set, promoting reductions in funding, showing increased participation in curriculum development, whilst reducing the curricular range. There are few alternatives available -the agenda setters can try to promote internal development or national competitiveness.
In this process, the global agendas or the international hegemony -through international organisations -try to address common structurally adjusted problems, which in turn attract resources for common research. Contextspecific agendas guide what come to be defined as a global concern, only when the context from which those who participate in the decisions are powerful already. By this, educational and curriculum issues of concern in low-power contexts are excluded from the global agenda and can expect to attract research funds only from national, and intra-national agencies (Little 1996) .
Many international organisations are engaged in global research agenda setting. By this I mean attempting to define the priorities for all countries, or at least for those which they lend support. The political and intellectual process through which research agenda come to be defined by such agencies has never itself been scrutinised. Nor has the social composition of those who define the global agenda. We often presume, but we do not know, that researchers with a wide range of experience are involved, that they include persons from a wide range of contexts with in-depth knowledge of that context. We also hope that researchers with in-depth knowledge of at least two contrasting education systems are involved, but we do not know for sure -or at least we know too little. We also know too little on why some research problems are defined as interesting and others are not (Little 1996) . One way to see this problem is by focusing on the structural adjustments in liberalisation, deregulation, privatesation and stabilisation and problematize these aspects and see in what ways these adjustments are the setter of global agendas, or an integrated part of the international hegemony. The question just asked but not answered is in what way these adjustments are an aspect of what I call an international hegemony and, if so, in what way they are influential in the fields of education and curriculum. The questions presented above are relevant, when it comes to what is measured in the assessments carried out in the international organisations. Even if these assessments are of great importance, there has been very little research done about connections between globalisation, structural adjustments and international organisations and their links to education and to a special aspect of education -international comparative assessments -as well as to curriculum adjustments. These matters will be very briefly discussed in this paper through a discussion on what is measured in the international comparative assessments and what the consequences are for the work with curricula.
Definitions and history of curriculum
What is curriculum? What kind of things should we have theories about? In literature, curriculum theorists frequently answer questions like these with a definition of "curriculum". Usually this is done by surveying alternative use of existing definitions of curriculum and out of this they make the distinctions they believe to be needed to give a clear understanding of curriculum as an object to study -they stipulate their own definition in relation to others (Kemmis 1986 ).
These particular definitions are framed to reflect and refine current usage and to incorporate ideas from contemporary debates about curriculum. Some researchers want to restrict the definition of curriculum to the experiences designed for students, while others wants to include wider aspects of school situations (Kemmis 1986 ). Johnson (1967) defines curriculum as a structured series of intended learning outcomes, while Kearney and Cook (1969) define curriculum more as all of a learner's experiences under the guidance of school. Lawton (1973) expresses that curriculum theory involves a movement from an "older" view of curriculum which restricts the use of the term to the content of what was thought, towards a "newer" view in which curriculum encompasses all aspects of the teaching/learning situation. Some researchers also view a "hidden curriculum" as an aspect of curriculum (Jackson 1968 (Jackson /1990 ) while others prefer to limit the definition to the "official" curriculum of the school (Johnson 1967) .
Lawrence Stenhouse (1975) has made some critical comments on some definitions on curriculum. He writes that he wants to find a definition on curriculum that does not make so many assumptions. In his own definition on curriculum he therefore states that a curriculum is an attempt to communicate the essential principles of an educational proposal in such a form that it shows itself open for critical scrutiny and is capable of being effectively translated into practice. This is a definition on curriculum that is very "useful", because it emphasise on curriculum as a kind of "bridge" between educational principles and educational practice. The central problem to study therefore emphasises the gap between our ideas and aspirations and our attempts to operationalize them. From Stenhouse's definition on curriculum Kemmis means that the central problem of curriculum theory is to be understood as a double problem of the relationship between theory and practice on one hand, and of the relationship between education and society on the other (Kemmis 1986 ). And I think I agree. This is also one of the reasons why I state that there is an interesting field of relationships between globalisation, structural adjustments and international organisations and their linkage to education, and the special aspect of international comparative assessments, and curriculum adjustments.
Another way to look at curriculum is to trace the birth of curriculum back in history. This is what Lundgren (1983; does and he then states that the moment production processes are separated from reproduction processes, the representation problem arises. The representation problem is how to represent production processes so they can be reproduced. Lundgren even states that the representation problem is the very object for educational discourse and that it also is the eternal problem of pedagogy as a field for study. Lundgren states that when production and reproduction processes are united there is just one social context in which both these processes are formed. The moment when production processes are separated from reproduction process there are two social contexts -one for production and one for reproduction. What is going on in these two contexts is interrelated, but indirectly, and communication depends mainly on texts. From this statement above, Lundgren states that curriculum is a selection of contents and goals for social reproduction -in other words -a selection of what knowledge and skills are to be transmitted by education. Curriculum is also an organization of knowledge and skills and it is also an indication of methods concerning how the selected contents are to be taught, sequenced and controlled etc.
The discussion so far focuses on the field of global relationships in the process of education. In this field international organisations are one of the foci of power. The international organisations' influence in the field of education is an insufficiently documented field from a researchers point of view. Therefore I find it important in this paper to discuss some of the relationships in this field of education, the triplet of relationships between international organisations, the knowledge assessments made by international organisations and the sensitivity of national curriculum to these assessments. This is just a minor discussion that is in the very beginning of a documentation of a newly globalizing field of education that will be presented in my Ph.D. exam. It should therefore be understood as a working paper that expresses questions but answers few.
Curriculum sensitive assessments "Comparisons are fascinating and they make juicy items of gossip, but they do not necessarily lead to improvement. The penchant for comparing is taken for granted with little thought as to what is gained by such comparisons" (Maeroff 1991 p.92 quoted from Schmidt, Jakwerth.& McKnight 1998) The results emerging from the IEA study The Third International Mathematic and Science Study (TIMSS) raise important issues about assessments designed for achievement comparisons. With TIMSS, as with prior achievementcomparison research, considerable popular and policy attention has been paid to the relative standing (or ranking) of participating countries. In this discussion it is taken for granted that nations ranking at or near the top are nations with students performing better than those in lower ranked nations. Hidden in this view are other assumptions. One of these is that performance on the assessment fairly represents what students have learned in school and, therefore, the nations at the top of the ranking have more effective educational systems, at least in particular subject areas, than the lower ranked nations have (Schmidt, Jakwerth & McKnight 1998) .
These assumptions involve issues that researchers should regard as problematic and therefore should investigate carefully. Superficially, country standings (or ranking) on a cross-national achievement test may provide a general sense of the comparative productivity of a particular country's educational system. However, these rankings certainly are not unproblematic or are not necessarily the most valid indicators of educational effectiveness (For a discussion on the educational effectiveness, see Teddlie & Reynolds 2000) . The common inferences are just that -inferences formed by consumers of the result -rather than inescapable implications of the results themselves. These assessment results are not alone policy relevant. Unless the outcomes are connected to meaningful manageable factors that educational policies can possibly affect, the outcomes provide minimal, if any, information for educational improvements. Careful researchers and policy-makers using achievement-comparison study results must therefore consider whether and how assessment outcomes link to what can be deliberately changed in educational practice (Schmidt, Jakwerth & McKnight 1998) .
For almost forty years, the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) has been planning and carrying out crossnational achievement-comparison studies (Skolverket 1996; Skolverket 1998) . These tests are powerful, offering the promise of a broad basis for school improvement decisions. One of the reasons why they are considered powerful is that they can provide researchers and policy-makers with information not gained from single-system studies alone (Schmidt, Jakwerth & McKnight 1998) . The benchmark aspect is therefore one of these tests' most important aspects for being powerful. The politics and the nature of state policy relations play a fundamental role in shaping the design, implementation and impact of these national and international assessment systems. In other words, the evaluation of student achievements is not just a technical tool for the diagnosis of conditions that may afflict the education sector. From this discussion, Benveniste states that "assessment is also a political phenomenon that reflects the agendas, tension, and nature of power relations between political actors" (Benveniste 2002 p.1).
The IEA should be understood in a historical context concerning the structural adjustments. Schooling underwent a tremendous change in the post-war period, considering new contents, adopting new methods, broadening access to higher education etc. (For a discussion on the development and reforming on higher education in the post-war period, see Kogan & Hanney 2000) . These changes could not be connected to a reasonable tool of control and evaluation of use, and nor were the outcomes, in terms of achievement, good enough for those who had to judge the change or be judged by them. In this context, international comparative assessments were introduced. These assessments created a feeling among policy-makers that the western school systems were in crisis. The policy-makers responded to this by creating or reconstructing national or state curriculum, standards etc. (Hopmann 2003) . During this time, evaluation was also introduced as a system, replacing traditional models of political governance of schooling (Rhyn 2003) . This internationally widespread changes/adjustments of educational governance in different national contexts is often described as a "transition" from a system of steering with rules and regulations towards a system of steering by means of goals and results (Lindblad & Popkewitz 2001) .
The popularity of total scores in large-scale achievement-comparison studies also has to do with parsimony. Policy makers have little time for details and therefore they prefer global policies, and also seem to consider global policies more powerful. They need information presented "in a nutshell". The sheer amount of data available when reporting tests like TIMSS seems to provide much for them, or the general public, to assimilate. Information on the statistics of every test item or on a large number of subtopics may interest subject matter specialists but are far less likely to be seriously considered by others. Some do not care so much about actual data as they do about the story the data tellsoften the most simplistic one. This helps to explain some of the perpetual interest in the "horse race" aspects of cross-national comparisons (Schmidt, Jakwerth, & McKnight 1998) .
TIMSS was concerned about the fairness of its mathematics and science tests from the very start. It recognized that it would be impossible to create a nontrivial test that contained only content and processes that were addressed by all countries, and thus items would have to be included that were not appropriate for some countries. The concept of being "equally unfair to all" was discussed so that the tests were designed to cover topics in the curricula of some, but not necessarily all, countries. The students in each country were therefore expected to answer some questions about topics that were not in their curricula (Beaton 1998) . This methodology in creating a test "equally unfair to all" has been under heavy pressure because of the neglect of cultural and linguistic standpoints (European network of policy makers for the evaluation of educational systems 2003).
In the test construction process, participating countries were asked to supply items from their own national tests for possible inclusion in the TIMSS tests. Items were reviewed by subject matter experts for their content and processes and then reviewed by test specialists for their psychometric properties. Each country's National Research Coordinator also reviewed items individually, and national experts were asked to assess the appropriateness of each item for that country. Through this manner of working, the National Research Coordinators agreed upon a lot of items, and then these items were translated. The translations of the items were independently checked. Then, these items were presented around the world, and their statistical properties established. Some items were selected from this pool of items to be a part of the final test (Beaton 1998) . TIMSS had two purposes connected to the construction of the test. The first purpose was to describe and compare the student achievements both within the nation and internationally. The second purpose was to explain and understand the differences in the achievements connected to the students' backgrounds and attitudes towards the content in the assessment (Skolverket 1996; Skolverket 1998 ).
The final test, therefore, was carefully constructed, and each country had an opportunity to object to each individual item, although the objections of a country to an item did not mean that the item was automatically rejected. Objections were considered in selecting the final items, and then the National Research Coordinators had an opportunity to vote on the appropriateness of the tests as a whole. In the end, the TIMSS tests represented a consensus of various considerations and were approved by the National Research Coordinators before the tests were administered (Beaton 1998) . In this method of explaining the construction of the TIMSS test there is no consideration taken to the micropolitics of the National Research Coordinators. There is also no consideration taken to the fact that some countries were more "successful" in establishing a tight connection between their curriculum and the TIMSS test, and others were not. The implications on this are of great concern for researchers and policy-makers. A concern that is not emphasised enough when TIMSS is presented and discussed and that is one of the major cause why there is a post-curricula sensitive assessment movement established and coordinated, for example, through OECD.s educational achievement test PISA 2000.
Another way to explain the critics against the IEA studies is to emphasis the problems in the political governing of education that became visible in the late 1970s and 1980s, which were responded to by way of reforms on decentralization and reforms intending to create an educational marketplace. These changes meant that the instruments for political governing changed the focus from governing the frames for education and schooling to governing by demands on results. This governing was executed by evaluation and quality assurances. This development meant that tests and large-scale surveys came into focus and one of these aspects were the international comparative assessments. The consequences of this development is that the traditional models for political governing of education have changed character -the politics of education has become the politics of evaluation and the reforming state has been transformed to the evaluating state (Lundgren 2003) . When the politics of education left governing by frames, the relevance for testing the efficiency in the frames became old fashioned. Instead the policy-makers urged for tests that were closer linked to evaluation of the students' results and tests that measured quality in these results in relation to the needs in society. In this context it seems like the curriculum sensitive assessment became "old fashioned", in the eyes of the policy-makers, and thus there was a strive for creating a postcurriculum sensitive assessment. To make this possible, the international hegemony of educational thoughts had to develop a new theoretical framework, and one way to do this was to develop the theory of literacy.
The concept of literacy
One way to make the international student assessment less curriculum sensitive was to establish a new way of looking at knowledge, and by that a new knowledge to assess. This led to a great interest in a new "type" of knowledge called literacy that made it possible to start talking about a assessment less sensitive to curriculum. But before we go there let us have a look at the concept of literacy.
The early discussions of literacy include attempts to explain the differences between speech and writing and successive definitions of literacy itself. Differences between spoken and written communication have attracted the attention of researchers for some time. It has been pointed out that in oral communication the listener uses a wide range of contextual cues to understand the intentions of the speaker whereas, in written communication, such cues are almost completely absent (Olson 1977) . Clarity about the relationship between speech and writing has obvious implications for attempts to define literacy. UNESCO tried in 1953 to propose that:
A person can be called (il)literate if he/she can(not) read and write with understanding a short simple statement on his/her everyday life. (Verhoeven 1997) The vagueness of this definition was problematic and therefore it was important to find a definition with greater precision. Over a period of time the emphasis shifted from structural aspects of reading and writing to broader definitions, which take account of the functions of written language in a range of social contexts.
The term "functional literacy" was introduced in order to emphasise the demands of literacy in a complex world. It was especially in the context of employment and economic development that the term functional literacy was used. Researchers started to talk about literacy as:
...the process and content of learning to read and write to the preparation for work and vocational training, as well as means of increasing the productivity of the individual. (Gray 1956) This definition was in wide use in the UNESCO publications during the 1960s. In this view, literacy is a complex set of skills defined in terms of the demands of occupational, civic, community and personal needs.
To this economic and technological perspective, the socio-cultural perspectives provide an interesting alternative. The socio-cultural perspectives provide a shift from the autonomous view of literacy, which defines literacy as a universal cognitive or technical skill that can be learned independently of context or cultural framework to an ideological view of literacy. The ideological view defines literacy from the perspective of cultural and power structures in society.
In the OECD/PISA, the term reading literacy is understood in a broad sociocultural sense. They claim that the definition of reading and reading literacy have changed over time in parallel with changes in society, the economy and culture. The concepts of learning, and particularly of lifelong learning, have expanded the perception and requirements of reading literacy. Reading literacy is no longer considered an ability only acquired in childhood during the early years in school, Today it is instead viewed as a progressive set of knowledge, skills and strategies, which individuals build on throughout life in various contexts and in interaction with other human beings Two recent international reading literacy assessments (IEA/RLS and IALS) have emphasised the functional nature of reading. IEA/RLS defined reading literacy as:
"the ability to understand and use those written language forms required by society and/or valued by the individual." ( www.pisa.oecd.org/read/defhist.htm) IALS also accentuated the functional nature of reading literacy and particularly its potential in individual and societal development. IALS definition focused on information rather than on language forms. Reading literacy was therefore defined as:
"using printed and written information to function in society, to achieve one's goals, and to develop one's knowledge and potential." (www.pisa.oecd.org/read/ defhist.htm) These definitions of reading literacy focus on the readers ability to use written or printed texts for purposes required by society or valued by individuals to develop their knowledge and potential. The definitions go beyond simple decoding and literal comprehension and imply that reading literacy incorporates both understanding and use of written information for functional purposes (OECD 1999; . These definitions, says OECD/PISA, do not emphasise the active and initiative role of the reader in understanding or using information. Thus the definition of reading literacy used in OECD/PISA is: "Reading literacy is understanding, using, and reflecting on written texts, in order to achieve one's goal, to develop one's knowledge and potential, and to participate in society." (www.pisa.oecd.org/read/defhist.htm Also see OECD 2001) The OECD/PISA goes further on this discussion about literacy and says that the concept of literacy is not entirely tied to reading. It is also possible to talk about mathematical literacy, which is defined as follows: "Mathematical literacy is an individual's capacity to identify and understand the role that mathematics plays in the world, to make well-founded mathematical judgements and to engage in mathematics, in ways that meet the needs of that individual's current and future life as a constructive, concerned and reflective citizen." (www.pisa.oecd.org/pisa /math.htm Also see OECD 2001) The OECD/PISA also talks about scientific literacy as a measurable literacy. The discussion about literacy is derivable from the need to measure the skills in reading over a new way of thinking about literacy to become a skill incorporated in the human nature in interaction with the society.
This new way of looking at the concept of literacy seems to be very fruitful for researchers today. The main reason for this is that the concept of literacy makes it easy for science to analyse the dichotomy between the micro and macro levels in society. The indicators of skills in literacy in the micro level are dependent on the indicators influencing the skills in literacy on the macro level.
By talking of literacy, says the OECD, we are talking about micro and macro at the same time (OECD 2001).
Post-Curriculum sensitive assessments
In the curriculum sensitive assessments, researchers and policy-makers felt an insufficiency to get the answers they were looking for. This need was bigger for the policy-makers than the researchers that had a greater deal of techniques for handling these insufficiencies. This is one of the reasons why the most power (by this I mean time, skills and money) for international comparative assessments left the foci of scientists to more policy-making organisations like the EU and, in the example I make below, the OECD. There was also a great critique towards the curriculum sensitive assessments that they only measured the relationship between a worldwide consensus of curriculum determinant by micro and macro politics and that this was "unfair" and insufficient in a time where the concept of knowledge and skills were not in line with the classical western pensum. Another reason why this discussion became relevant is the discussions within the OECD organisation. The OECD developed indicators for educational success, and in this work, the policy-makers felt an insufficiency in the lack of student results (OECD 2002:a) . In respond to these insufficiencies the OECD launched the assessment of the student results called PISA 2000 (OECD 2001 ). This assessment must be considered a success, because the method used in PISA 2000 has led to a lot of interesting results from a policy-maker's point of view (OECD 2002:b; OECD/UNESCO-UIS 2003).
The World Education Report (UNESCO 1993) , the second in the UNESCO series of biennial reports provides an interesting case of an influential report from an international organization based on research. This report identifies three policy challenges for the global community and national governments, overcoming the knowledge gap, expanding educational choice and searching for standards. The third issue addresses the questions of educational assessment most directly. The report acknowledges the fact that a majority of the countries focus on education standards in the sense that they have national examination systems, which sets the standards for educational programmes but the UNESCO report adds that there is an uncertainty about the efficacy of those systems. The national examination system is also a research field hard to examine in an unbiased way because of their close link to national context. Schriewer and Martinez (2003) makes some interesting notes on this relationship between international trends, or as I prefer to call it, the international educational hegemony, and the use of these trends in different national contexts. They start their discussion in Fernand Braudels diversification in one "systeme mondial" and in several "systemes mondes". They make an interesting notion that when we talk of internationalism we refer to the one "systeme mondial" but in "real life" there are several "systemes mondes" we mistake for the international hegemony of education. In this discussion, they point out the fact that we in different national contexts use the international trends in different ways according to different history and different socioeconomic positions.
In the discussions of the selection of national examination and assessment systems, there was no further exploration on the representation problem in the tests and the assessments. Neither were there any discussions about the differences in the national contexts outside the curriculum. This led to most attention being given to the national examination and assessment systems in the Western countries (Little 1996) . National and intra-national educational assessment systems have many roles, the relative dominance of which varies in time and space. There have been recognised at least four roles of assessment by Little (1996) . The dominant role throughout much of history has been educational and occupational selection. The Chinese Imperial civil service examinations were established over 2000 years ago and were created for selections into occupational entry on the basis of performance in public examinations. A second role is certification, in which the result of assessment certifies completion to a required standard of course of study. A third role is the promotion of learning through systematic diagnosis and feedback of assessment data to teachers and students. The fourth role of educational assessment is the monitoring of standards and it is to this role that the UNESCO report addresses most directly. Monitoring is undertaken to determine the differences in academic achievement, to detect trends in achievement over time, and to evaluate the efficiency and/or effectiveness of innovations.
The growth of assessment for monitoring is especially apparent in industrialised countries. Nuttall (1993) writes that the origins of the national monitoring of standards traces back to the establishment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress in the US in 1969.
The establishment of systems for monitoring educational standards in a number of OECD countries followed that in the US. In all these cases, the funding of the systems for the monitoring of education standards has been generated from within the nation states (Little 1996) . This is an important notion because it is often said that these systems for monitoring standards are system "forced" on the nation states by the international organisations. This is not all true.
In view of the above, it would appear that the particular construction of priorities attached by UNESCO to educational assessment has been influenced by contemporary priorities in the North rather than the South. The question to ask here is whether "international", "global" or "world" agendas are influenced with a lack of equality by the context of economically and politically dominant states.
In what is discussed above, it is clear that an American movement of monitoring standards in education spread to some of the OECD countries and maybe it was by this "back way" the monitoring of standards came in to the educational §agency of the OECD. But actually it is the "front way" because OECD is a collaborative organisation that includes the member-states and it is these member-states that form and shape the OECD. The OECD is therefore not an independent organisation that sets the agenda by itself -it is set by the member-states.
As a collaborative organisation, the OECD reflected upon the critique that was made on the curriculum sensitive assessments and they started to discuss a way out of the curriculum sensitive "burden". In this discussion, there were also discussions about a new way of looking into knowledge and as a consequence the OECD decided that literacy was a good theory to ground a new postcurriculum sensitive assessment on.
By using literacy as a theoretical ground, the OECD was able to answer some of the policy-makers' questions about the ways students were prepared to meet the challenges of the future, in what way the students are able to analyse, reason and communicate their ideas effectively and in what way the students had the capacity to continue learning throughout life. This also meant that many education systems needed to monitor student learning in order to provide some answers to these questions. But they fulfilled this picture by saying that comparative international analyses can extend and enrich the different national pictures by providing a larger context within which to interpret national results. As a result of being untied to the different national curriculum and more linked to the concept of competences or ability, under the theoretical concept of literacy, the OECD were able to show countries their area of relative strength and weakness and were able to help these countries by monitoring progress and therefore raising aspirations. This also meant that they fulfilled a role by providing directions for national policy, for schooling curriculum and instructional efforts for student learning. The OECD intention was that all this together with the appropriate incentives would motivate students to learn better, teachers to teach better and schooling to be more effective (OECD 2001) .
In response to the need for internationally comparable evidence on student performance, the OECD has launched, as I mentioned above, the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) (For a discussion about the history of PISA, see . PISA represented a new commitment by the governments of the OECD countries to monitor the outcomes of education systems in terms of student achievement on a regular basis and within a common framework that is internationally agreed upon. PISA also provided something new in the sense that it is a new basis for policy dialogue and for collaboration in defining and operationalizing educational goals -in an innovative way that reflects judgements about the skills that are relevant for the adult life. PISA also state that they provide inputs for standard-setting and evaluation, insights into the factors that contribute to the development of competencies and how these factors operate in different countries, they also state that these findings should lead to a better understanding of the causes and consequences of observed skill shortages. PISA also state that supporting a shift in policy focus from educational inputs to learning outcomes, can assist countries in seeking to bring about improvements in schooling and better preparation for young people as they enter an adult life of rapid change and deepening global interdependence (OECD 2001) . This consciousness from the OECD on the interdependencies of the educational systems is one of the reasons why they have left the curriculum sensitive assessments, and went on to the theoretical development of a post-curriculum sensitive assessment where the theory of literacy has come to play a part. The OECD and the PISA there-fore strive towards a position where the national contexts and curricula will not be dominant factors in the assessments of the student achievements. The way they have done this is by measuring competencies more than knowledge and this is the big historical break in the history of student assessments.
Conclusion
The discussion in this short article is that the international organisations seem to have a lot of impact on education. In what way and how much impact they have is yet to be discovered. These international organisations seem to form just one part of what we usually call globalisation. The question just raised but not answered in this article is in what way we can see an impact of differing concepts of globalisation upon curriculum design?
Globalisation of the economy, politics and culture commits researchers on educational assessment to revise their models of change and continuity in educational assessment, and of course education more generally. The process of globalisation also invites researchers to re-specify extra national forces for change. Influences on educational change and continuity involving relations between nation-states, or between educational agencies of nation-states, are perhaps best classified as international forces. Formal and informal contractual relationships between different examination and assessment bodies throughout the world should also be considered as an international force. Influences involving multilateral organisations under the control of no single country are also to be considered as a global force for change.
Even if there are many loci of power in the globalized world, I have in this paper discussed the possibility to locate a structural adjustment centred around four key policy concepts in the international educational hegemony. These are the concepts of liberalisation, deregulation, privatisation and stabilisation. In this structural adjustment, the international organisations have come to be linked to the concept of globalisation. Within this structural adjustment, education and curriculum have been lucrative fields for changes. This works as a double way process in which education and curriculum also changes and influence the structural adjustments and international organisations. In many ways this can be seen as the essence of an international educational hegemony. In this development, we should recognise that the policy-makers have new priorities and new demands on what a student assessment shall assess and for doing this the international organisations have to revitalise some of there methodology and theory.
As globalisation advances, so too will the nature and role of educational assessment. A question not asked above, is in what way this will affect the learning of each individual child across the world? In this discussion one point is fairly clear. If knowledge is fundamental to globalization, should globalization also have a profound impact on the transmission of knowledge? Some have argued that this has not occurred. It is true that education appears to have changed little at the classroom level in most countries -even in those nations most involved in the global economy (Carnoy & Rhoten 2002) . On the discussion made above, it comes to mind a general area for further investigation. That is the growing scale of international transfers of the technology of assessment. We have very little information about the impact, if any, this has on national curriculum and the transition from the curriculum to the classrooms. This is therefore a field of importance for researchers to fill in with information and answers. Other questions are -is the national curriculum under pressure from globalisation? What is the international organisations role in this? And in what ways are comparative assessments a contributor to this process?
